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[This news release is issued to inform the public and the press of cases that the Supreme Court 

has accepted and of their general subject matter.  The statement of the issue or issues in each 

case set out below does not necessarily reflect the view of the court, or define the specific issues 

that will be addressed by the court.] 

 
#14-143  Raceway Ford Cases, S222211.  (E054517, E056595; 229 Cal.App.4th 1119; 

Riverside County Superior Court; JCCP4476.)  Petition for review after the Court of 

Appeal affirmed in part and reversed in part the judgment in a civil action.  This case 

presents the following issues:  (1) Does the inclusion of inapplicable smog check and 

smog certification fees in an automobile purchase contract violate the Automobile Sales 

Finance Act (Civ. Code, § 2981 et seq.)?  (2) Does backdating a second or subsequent 

finance agreement to the date of the first finance agreement for purchase of a vehicle 

violate the Act?   

#14-144  People v. Canon, 222473.  (A133342; nonpublished opinion; San Francisco 

County Superior Court; 209815.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal remanded 

for resentencing and otherwise affirmed a judgment of conviction of criminal offenses.   

#14-145  People v. Harris, S222031.  (A136727; nonpublished opinion; Alameda County 

Superior Court; 167882.)  Petition for review after the Court of Appeal remanded for 

resentencing and otherwise affirmed a judgment of conviction of criminal offenses.   

The court ordered briefing in Canon and Harris deferred pending decision in In re 

Alatriste, S214652 (#14-21), In re Bonilla, S214960 (#14-22), and People v. Franklin, 

S217669 (#14-56), which include the following issues:  (1) Did Senate Bill 260 (Reg. 

Sess. 2013-2014), which includes provisions for a parole suitability hearing after a 

maximum of 25 years for most juvenile offenders serving life sentences, render moot any 

claim that such a sentence violates the Eighth Amendment to the federal Constitution and 
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that the petitioner is entitled to a new sentencing hearing applying the mitigating factors 

for such juvenile offenders set forth in Miller v. Alabama (2012) 567 U.S. ___ [132 S.Ct. 

2455]?  If not:  (2) Does Miller apply retroactively on habeas corpus to a prisoner who 

was a juvenile at the time of the commitment offense and who is presently serving a 

sentence that is the functional equivalent of life without the possibility of parole?  (3) Is a 

total term of imprisonment of 77 years to life (Alatriste) or 50 years to life (Bonilla) for 

murder committed by a 16-year-old offender the functional equivalent of life without 

possibility of parole by denying the offender a meaningful opportunity for release on 

parole?  (4) If so, does the sentence violate the Eighth Amendment absent consideration 

of the mitigating factors for juvenile offenders set forth in Miller?    

DISPOSITION 

The following case was transferred for reconsideration in light of People v. Gonzalez 

(2014) 60 Cal.4th 533: 

#13-57  People v. White, S210702.   

STATUS 

 #14-124  People v. Superior Court (Johnson), S221296.  The court requested the parties 

to brief the following question in addition to the questions presented in the petitions for 

review:  Would the prosecution’s obligation under Brady v. Maryland (1963) 373 U.S. 83 

(Brady) and its progeny be satisfied if it simply informs the defense of what the police 

department has informed it (that the two officers’ personnel files might contain Brady 

material), which would allow the defense to decide for itself whether to seek discovery of 

that material pursuant to statutory procedures?  (See People v. Gutierrez (2003) 112 

Cal.App.4th 1463, 1475.)   

 

# # # 

The Supreme Court of California is the state’s highest court and its decisions are binding on all other California 

state courts. The court’s primary role is to decide matters of statewide importance and to maintain uniformity in the 

law throughout California by reviewing matters from the six districts of the California Courts of Appeal and the 

fifty-eight county superior courts (the trial courts). Among its other duties, the court also decides all capital appeals 

and related matters and reviews both attorney and judicial disciplinary matters. 


